as an introduction to the Life of Guthlac, which immediately follows it. Grein divides the whole into twenty-two sections, following his own judgment in regard to the places of division and making a new section with each change of topic, a method which he has used in his editions of other Old English poems also. Only a part of his divisions, as one might expect, coincide with those of Thorpe. Like Dietrich, he does not include Thorpe's twentieth piece. Gollancz, having the manuscript as his guide, makes three divisions, to which he gives the headings, "Primus Passus de Nativitate", "Secundus Passus de Ascensione", "Tertius Passus de Die Judicii". His division corresponds to that of Dietrich, except that Passus Π ends with Thorpe's tenth piece instead of the ninth, and he ends the whole with Thorpe's eighteenth, regarding the nineteenth, as well as the twentieth, as a part of the Guolac.
So far as I have been able to learn, no one who has given any study to the work since the appearance of Dietrich's article has questioned his conclusions, but a more careful reading than I had given it before has recently caused some doubt in my mind of the correctness of his view, and the purpose of this paper is to offer reasons for thinking that what Dietrich considered a single poem is really three. The reasons I have to urge are the following.
1. The evidence of the manuscript. Thorpe's edition gave no information in regard to the basis of his division, but by comparing his book with that of Gollancz we see that he has followed the scribe, who began each section with a capital letter. He varies from this division but once; he makes a new section at v. 415 and thus divides the scribe's fifth section into two. To this he seems to have been led by the ascription of praise immediately preceding, which he regarded as the end of a section, as it is in many cases. There is no ms. indication of a break here, however, and Gollancz prints accordingly. Dietrich, too, without seeing the manuscript, had suspected that Thorpe's division was a false one, for he says that the sixth section "should perhaps not be separated" from the preceding one.
The manuscript, if we may trust Gollancz's print, shows a division into three parts. The first part has lost its be-ginning; it ends with v. 438 and the end is marked by the word amen. Part II ends with v. 865; its end is marked by a whole line of capitals at the beginning of Part ΠΙ. This last part ends with v. 1663; its end is marked as in the case of the preceding one by putting a whole line of the next piece in capitals. This is one of the reasons which Gollancz gives for considering the last twenty-nine verses (Thorpe's nineteenth piece), a part of the Guolac, to which by general agreement the following "Poem moral and religious", as Thorpe entitled it, had already been assigned.
Each of the three parts is divided into sections or cantos, marked by beginning them with capitals. Part I contains five such divisions; Part II, five; Part ΪΠ, seven. It will be seen that we have therefore in this part of the Exeter Book the same indication of the beginning and end of separate poems at the three points named that are found elsewhere in the same manuscript. The use of amen to denote the end of a poem occurs in the Juliana, the Seafarer and the "Monitory Poem", and alleluia is used in the same way to close the Phoenix. A line of capitals marks the beginning of Widsio, of Manna Crseftas, Menologium and Soul's Address; also of the Guolac, if Gollancz is right in assigning Thorpe's nineteenth section to this instead of to the preceding. The same device is found in other manuscripts, for example in the Genesis and the Exodus of the Junian Ms. in the Bodleian, and in the Beowulf, in which also single capitals are often employed to mark the beginning of sections.
2. The different subject-matter of the three parts.
The three parts are entitled by Gollancz, as by Dietrich, "On the Nativity", 'On the Ascension", and "On the Judgmentday". The second and third titles fairly characterize the parts to which they have been given, but the first should more properly be called "The Immaculate Conception", since it does not deal with the events of the birth of Jesus but with the mystery of his conception and matters relating to it. If we consider the three parts as forming one poem, and Christ as its subject and hero, it is certainly strange that the writer chose to treat only events that occurred either before his birth or after his death. But poems on single topics like those of the three parts are found elsewhere; not to mention others, there are two such elsewhere in the Exeter Book, one on the Last Judgment and one on the Resurrection and the Harrowing of Hell.
3. The difference of method in the treatment of the theme. Part I is almost purely lyric; Part Π is a poetical homily; Part III is descriptive. As in all the religious poetry of Old English', there are hortatory and didactic passages, but the terms used characterize the style of each part as well as any single terms that could be chosen. Further there is a distinct plan in each part, which shows a beginning and an end of its own, independent of the others. This last statement needs a little elaboration to make it clear and I give what seems to me to be the plan of each.
Part I, as was said, is almost purely lyric. It fills little more than five leaves of the MS., and is defective at the beginning. As the first seven leaves of the MS. are wanting, it is possible that we have less than a half of it, but it is also possible that some other poem preceded it and that but little has been lost. If we take it as it stands, its plan is simple. It is a series of rhapsodies, divided into five sections, of which the first and last differ somewhat from the others and seem to form a suitable opening and close. This will be apparent, I think, from the following analysis of each section.
1. a) w. 1-31. A prayer to Christ, the rejected "wallstone", to come to the repair of the house and the delivery of captive man. The plan outlined here, as will be seen, assigns to each section a rhapsody to Mary, or some other form of reference to her, treating of the mystery of the incarnation, and another to Christ, expressing the longing of all men for his promised coining. The beginning of the first section is introductory, and the last section serves as the close by the substitution of praise for the prayer of the others. If it were not for the evidence of the MS., I doubt if any one would suspect that anything had been lost. Gollancz omits the first word, "to give the appearance of completeness to the poem". So slight a change, strange to say, has this result, not only to the eye but also to the mind, as the analysis just given shows. The opening seems a little abrupt but the poem appears complete. I cannot convince myself that much has perished; a few verses of introduction to lessen the abruptness of the opening are all that is needed. The seven missing leaves at the beginning may therefore have contained another poem of equal length, now entirely gone. If this first part were followed by matter of a totally different character, no one, I think, would hesitate to pronounce it a complete poem in itself.
The same impression of completeness is given by the second part, when it is considered by itself. This, as was said, is a poetical homily. It is founded on one of Gregory, and the plan and method of treatment are those that we find in the Latin homilies in favor at the time, and are well illustrated in Aelfric's works drawn for similar sources. First comes the Scripture story of the Ascension, much elaborated as in all other Old English poetry from Latin sources (vv. 439 -545). This is followed by an exposition of the spiritual meaning of the various details, with citations of single passages of Scripture, which the writer regards as prophecies or types of the . Then comes the close, moralizing and hortatory (vv. 743-777) , and the whole ends with a formal ascription of praise; -"Si him lof symle j?urh woruld worulda wuldor on heofnum".
Here we have in form a homily exactly like many of those of Aelfric or Gregory. In the poem one more section is added; a moralizing passage in which the author has inserted his name (vv. 778-865) . It comes in as in the other works of Cynewulf, after he has finished with his source. We shall speak of this later.
The third part is a poem on the Judgment Day like the other Doomsday poems of Old English and may be characterized like those as "descriptive-lyrical". I need not give ^ synopsis of it; it is an expansion of the Scripture description. A beautiful lyric passage descriptive of the bliss of the redeemed forms a fitting close, and the end is also marked, as was said above, by the usual manuscript indication. These reasons seem to me to be sufficient to show that Gollancz is right in placing the end at verse 1663 and assigning the following twentynine verses to the Guolac.
I cannot help feeling that the difference of subject-matter, form, and method of treatment are enough of themselves to prove that the three parts are three distinct poems. The title "Christ" given by Dietrich suits the first part and may properly be retained; the others may be entitled "The Ascension" and "Doomsday". But for the accident of their standing together in the manuscript, no one, I am sure, would have suspected a connection, and Dietrich, if he had had access to the manuscript, or if Thorpe's edition had given the proper information in regard to the divisions made by the copyist, would probably have gone no farther than to point out the unity of each part.
In addition to the reasons given above there is one other of quite as much force as any, which I have left for the last because it bears not only on the question considered here, but also on that of authorship. This is the place of the runes that give the name of "Cynwulf".
We possess four poems with this name inserted; two in the Exeter Book and two in the Vercelli Book. In the latter are the Fata Apostolorum (or the Andreas, if we follow those who regard the Fata as the closing section of the latter) and the Elene. In each the name is inserted in a moralizing passage at the end, after the poem is completed. The same is true of the Juliana in the Exeter Book. But if the three parts of the Christ form a single poem, we have the moralizing passage and the name in the middle of the work. On the other hand, if we have here three separate poems, the name is inserted in an epilogue to the second one, in just the same way as in the three other cases. This gives us satisfactory proof of the authorship of the second poem and leaves the authorship of the others to be settled, if settled at all, in the same way as in the case of the Dream of the Rood, or the Guölac, or the other works that have been ascribed to Cynewulf by some critics. There is nothing in the arguments I have used that will either prove or disprove the authorship of Cynewulf; that the second poem is his is shown by the insertion of his name and the question whether the first or the third is his can only be answered after a careful comparison of each with his known works. It is plain, however, that if such a comparison shows that the resemblances are so numerous and the differences so few that we feel safe in assigning all three parts to the same author, this fact will not weaken the reasons given above for considering each part a distinct poem; it will only serve to prove that one person was the author of all three. If on the other hand, the differences are so numerous and so important as to convince all of the difference of authorship, this alone will be a conclusive argument against considering the whole a single work.
Dietrich's article is taken up, to a large extent, with arguments intended to prove the unity of the whole by showing the connection of each of Thorpe's sections with the preceding one. In most cases this was not a difficult matter, for we should expect each part, whether it be an independent poem or a canto of a larger work, to show enough coherence to enable us to trace the course of the thought through it. The difficulty would be found, if we have three poems, in showing the connection of the beginning of the second and third with what precedes each of these. As Dietrich found allusions to the Last Judgment in the last section of Part II, it is not strange that in his division he put this section in Part ΠΙ. consequently he had no difficulty in showing a connection of this with the foregoing, since, as the MS. shows, it belongs with that part and forms its epilogue. He had much less to use as proof of the connection between Parts I and II; in fact, the only argument is the use of the word nu at the beginning of the latter, for what he says of the connection of ideas could be said with almost equal force of any two of the religious poems of Old English, if they happen to stand together in the MS. In view of the variety of ways in which Old English poems open, we are hardly justified in laying much weight on the use of nu in this case.
Dietrich argues that differences in style do not prove difference of authorship, since we find differences between works which are known to be by the same author. In this he is right, beyond all question, but the contrary is true in even a higher degree, that resemblances in style do not prove identity of authorship. This he seems to forget, for he at once proceeds to use these resemblances as a proof of his thesis that the whole is one work. He seems, moreover, to have started with the postulate that things that resemble the same thing resemble each other, for the similarities that he cites are between various passages of the Christ and other known works of Cynewulf, not between passages in the different parts. Moreover, the only resemblance of any weight, that he cites, (the employment of rime) is between Part II and the Elene, and is therefore entirely superfluous for his purpose, for there is no question of Cynewulf s authorship of this part, whether it be a single poem or a canto of a larger one. How far resemblances or differences can be used as a test of identity or difference of authorship depends entirely on their character and number, and even when they are numerous and strongly marked, it is easy to overestimate their value for this purpose. I must add, however, that when Dietrich clinches his objections to a division of the Christ on the ground of differences of style by saying of them, "sie sind noch lange nicht so gross als die der Ornamente an einem einzigen säulen-bündel deutscher baukunst", I fail to see any point, unless it be a piece of sarcastic humor aimed at German architects, which Dietrich can hardly have expected his readers to take as an argument.
In spite of Dietrich's objection, I shall give a few notes that I have made on the style of the three parts. They cover only a few of the points that might be considered and that must be considered in a thorough discussion of the question of authorship, but this is a matter which I have not thought it necessary to consider carefully, since I am not directly concerned with it in this paper, except in so far as it has a bearing on the question of unity.
1. Names and epithets used of Deity or of the persons of the Trinity. These are very numerous, as in all the Christian Poetry, and the great majority occur but once and cannot be cited as characteristic, especially as they are often without difference of meaning and the form is determined, no doubt, by the requirement of metre or alliteration. A marked difference of style appears only in the following cases. a) Part II uses the common words drihten, scyppend, meotod and frea sparingly. (The figures are, for 1,26; for II, 9; for III, 38). On the other hand it has hlaford tour times, which does not occur in either of the other parts, and ceoeling seven times, which occurs but once in I and not at all in II. b) Part III uses neither hcelend nor nergend, both of which are comparatively frequent in the other parts, (1,10 times; II, 4 times under a) and b), since it marks a more direct and simple style; less poetical and picturesque, perhaps, but more vigorous.
2. The use of kennings. A rough count gives for Part I, 68; Part Π, 80; Part ΙΠ, 60. That is; Parti averages one kenning for each six and one half verses; Part II, one for each five and one third; Part ΠΙ, only one for each thirteen and one third. This peculiarity, like the last one cited marks a more simple and direct style.
3. Use of special phrases or forms of expression.
Under this head I have noted swa some, (likewise) and Pone witan, (be thankful), which occur four times each in Part ΠΙ, though not found in either of the other parts.
This study of style should go much further and should include also grammar and metre, before we are in a position to form a definite opinion on the question of authorship. So far as it bears on the question, it shows (1) that the differences between parts I and II are but slight; not enough, unsupported by others, to prove difference of authorship; (2) that Part ΠΙ differs from the other two in several important particulars, which strongly suggest difference of authorship. The first of these inferences has no bearing on the thesis maintained in this paper that the Christ is not a single poem; the second, if confirmed by further investigation, would be, of course, a conclusive proof of its correctness. UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO : November 25. 1895. F. A. BLACKBURN.
P. S. The foregoing paper was written before I saw Trantmann's note (Beiblatt zur Anglia, 1894-5, p. 93) in which I find myself anticipated in the denial of the unity of the Christ. But as Trautmann gives only metrical reasons, though he states that there are other grounds for refusing to recognize Cynewulfs authorship of more than the second part, and as I have discussed the question of authorship only incidentally, I offer the paper for publication as an independent contribution to the settlement of both authorship and unity.
